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DIGEST:

1. GAO'n function in considering objections to
the technical evaluation of proposals is not
to evaluate thom, but to examine the record
and consider whether the procuring agency's
deterninations have been clearly shown to he
unreasonable.

2. Whether proposals are technically equal is
not determined solely by the difference in
the poinit scores. Rather, it is the
procuring agency's judgment as to the
significance of the difference.

3. Where Hvi RFP solicits a firm, fixed-price
contrtrV;:t, asks for cost or pricing data, and
advisetu that a price evaluation would be
perfor;ned, the award of a contract is not
impropor even though the evaluation was not
perforsted, since the eventual contract
negotiated was based on adequate price
competition.

Intermountain Research (Intermountain) protests the
award of a contract to Chanbers Consultants & Planners
(Chambers) under request for proposals (RFIP) No. YA-553-
RFP2-1036 issued by the Department of the Interior, Bureau
of Land Managemwent (Interior). Tho RFP solicited offers for
a firn, fixod-price contract for a glass II Cultural
Resource Inventory iin the Mormon Mountains, Nrevada,
Essentially, thiis process is an examination of an areo 's
surface and Qxposed profile from which datfa is coLlectud to
identify an. r&.'cord all cultural .- ecsourcc sites wzthl;,n the
defined area.

Wle deny the protest.
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Intermoilntain sulhmits that Tnterior did not understand
the effort requ;lired to accomplish the goals of this proctire-
menlt Inter tountain :argues that Interior was not willing to
pay a fair rir~et price for the inventory and awarded a con-
tract to Chann-ors /hope offer significantly understated the
manpower recliireraents necessary for successful completion of
the inventory. In support of its position, Intermountain
contends that. the IVU requirement (a two-phase inventory of
187,700 acrets of which 8 percent of the acreage would be
inventoried randomly in Phase I and a selected portion
amounting to 2 percent would be inventoried in Phase II)
cannot be met with the level of effort (man-clays) proposed
by Chambers, Interrnountain argues that there are no
industry standards for this type of contrac~tingq However,
Intermaotuntain posits that the Government estinate and the
estimates provided by the other offerors constitute data
that should heave been used by Interior. VWe note that those
estinates were all higher than that proposed by Chambers.
Interrdountain olso objects to Interior's conclusion treat
Chambers' proposal, which received a lower technical score
than Intermountain's proposal, was considered technically
equal to Ir.ter.,ountain's proposal.

Interior argues that its estimate of the effort
necessary to .,ues4t the REP's specifications was based on
recents contracts for inventory surveys in similar areas and
current cost estimates, It is Interior's position that its
estt6mate was a valid measure for comparison and was in fact
usec during negotiations and award of a contract to
cihamners. Interior advises that in the technical evalua-
tion, it was determined that Chamibers;:nd Intermountain were
technically equal, even though Intermountain's technical
score was 6.8 aoints higher than that of Chambers. Further-
more, Interior points out that )Lt found Chambers' proposed
crew to be highly skilled and that the proposed field inven-
tory and rocorcbtion methods would result in a high produc-
tivity level, Ile note that Interior was concerned with what
it termed Chaibuers' conservative Proposed level of effort
and the excessive level of effort proposed bad the other
cferors. vow:vrr, in ins best ann final offer, 2,.i¾:rs
did propose an increase in such levc~±. Interior's Tecl:nical
Proposal Evalurition coamittee (cor'nittee) found1 tl.nt b).:tn
Chvr'bers aind Intermountain could provide top qualizy wta t;
but, whon pricc was ronsiierod, Chctanhrs vms c onLrj c
award.
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The wailn Lbrust of Inter-Mountain's protest is the
tec-hnical evcjluation of Charhers' proposal7 In resolving
citCCH!J in visicti a protester challenges the yalidity of a
techlnicz:1 evaluation, it fi not the functiln of ouw. Office
to evaduate proaposa15 in order to determine which chould
have been selecced for asward, The determination of the
relai-t',e rterits of proposals is the rosponsibility of the
procu;i~ng agency, since it must bear the burden of any
diffi,.lties incurred by reason of a defective . luation.
Aecordingly, we have held that procuring offici ; enjoy a
reasonabl'c clecree of discreticn in the ovaluati of pro-
posal-s and that such determinations are entitled to great
weiqht arid mnust not be disturbed unless shown to be
arbitrary or in violation of the procurem1ent statutes and
regulations. Airport Management Systens, Inc., D-190296,
M1ay 25, 1n78, 78-1 COW) 395.

Thile BrP advined that the technical evaluation feactors
were divided into four ,categories. The total number of
teconical points available was 100, with the most imnpvrtant
category haviny 50 points and the least important 10
points. In regard to price, each offeror was advisecithat
"price would be of lesuer relative iimportance than the four
technical cateqories." Moreover, that_ fact was einphaszed
by the phrase that "quality performance is considered
vital," which was contained under the Award Deterrination
paragraph of section "A," Evaluation and Award Factors.

A review of the committee's narrative indicatcs that
Intermountain 's proposal was found to have the best
structure. In addition, the personnel proposed and nast
performance were considered excellent. However, thle7
conmmittee found that Intermcuntai n over sti.tmaterl the .anou nt
of proposed field tine for this project. This was vieved as
the principal technical deficiency. Charibclcs' prc,:osal wsl
alsao deernoldiii to be tixcellent. The comn. 9. tee ''i;

extrtJU'?J.sy inpressed dA3 ½ the co.r}i nation c: 'rnor tonal
ex!t.!rtise offc'reod by Chambers* In diILir2. to c' :-tandincil
nDv r - ~rorna:~c:, , thr. r¼it t found t';. ':¾n:; . .1
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NotI:'1r tcirn, t.%o cvy3t'w.dttee, while i: ittit Ilv stat.. t
CiEI'l.¶2 :.t c' -4*J~. Al thc'c;rctica-l nod:-a]'''.. tA:3 e:od, ..U ;.'t:.e
thzt L." zI ci rs ' pro1)oot;.l was deficilor-t. sinct±, it d...i tot
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project ius a Strong splint, Purir.g negotiations, each
company was aivisQd :,F its individual deficieencies and asked
for n best arci finaL offer. There wap then n reevaluation
of proposais which rt:;:u'tec in an increase in the point
scores for ea2- coimv (Final technical score: Interiioun-
tain 93,11 Chi;bi:lbers i06,2), The committee concluded that
both cowtpanins Qould provide top qucality wori and their pro-
posals were te'sentially equal.

Based on our review of the committee's narratives and
the individual evaluation sheets, in light of the JWP
requirement, we cannot say that the evaluation of the pro-
posals or the decision to award to Chambers was arbitrary,
improper or in violation of Ox various procvrement statutes
and regulations, In addition, we note that the contract; was
successfully ccnlpleteed with no changes to the terms of the
contract.

In regard ';o Intermountaints objections to Interiu'r's
determination o2 technical equality despite the 6.8-point
difference in technical proposals, we find such to be with-
out merit. The us;e of point scores is only a guideline to
intelligent decisoionrimaing. The critical consideration is
not the differcr.ce in the scores; rather, it is the agency's
judgment as to the significance of the difference. See Grey
Advertising, Irc,, 55 Corap. Gen. 1111 (1976), 76-1 CP) 325.
Here, Interior viewed the difference as insignificant and
found both protposals to be technically equal. We final that
the committee's narretives, noted above, support such
determination,

Furthermore, we also find that Intermountain's artv nent
that Interior was unwilling to pay a fair market price hais
no merit. Interior prepared a cost estimate which totaled
$42,641 for the entire project. Intermountain's price was
$48,621 and Chamters' price was $43,308. .ntermountain con-
tends that there ware certain inaccuracies in the cost esti-
mate which it bcdicves should raise t:le cost e:;tkinlte to
$46, 339. To thas figure Interinounltain s5u9ests float an
additional 5 percent for profit shnild bn -mc) &:
w;oulJ result n.r. a more realistic estz:n ($46,CM).

There is no need in this circun,.stance for our Office to
review Intermnountain's contention th.at Intcrior's cst
*-!te contai ned cert.?in i nrac t:r-..¢ {h .: . . .± ;'.: :; '; . . 1t:
Viat) for a fir:., fi xed-.vic-: c.trnct: * .: ... :tvx. 2 .
r.ot expected t:! exceed $133,1 (-C. r.Q Fed'. v-.1 i'tr-cL:r*|*.t(''
7:egulations 1 1-3.807-3 I 3964 6 d. , ,r1-1r . ?IK? ) . t , is
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